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PER CURI AM

Morrie Friedman appeals the district court’s order
entering default judgnent against him as well as the court’s
rulings fromthe bench denying his notion to vacate the entry of
default and directing himto post bond as a condition to presenting
damages evi dence.

This court reviews a district court’s deci sion whether to
enter a default judgnent for an abuse of discretion. Consol .

Masonry & Fireproofing, Inc. v. Wgnman Constr. Corp., 383 F. 2d 249,

251 (4th Cr. 1967). W have reviewed the record and concl ude t hat
the district court did not abuse its discretion in denying
Friedman’s notion to set aside the entry of default and entering
default judgnent against him

Friedman also appeals the district ~court’s order
directing himto post bond in order to present evi dence on damages.
Because Friednman failed to contenporaneously rai se an objectionto
t he bond requirenent before the district court, this court reviews

the district court’s actions for plain error. See United States v.

d ano, 507 U S. 725, 732-34 (1993). Here, even if we were to
assune that requiring Friedman to post bond was erroneous, Friednman
has failed to denonstrate that the error affected his substanti al
rights, so he cannot establish plain error. See id.

Accordingly, we affirmthe district court’s order. W

deny Friedman’s notion to strike portions of Meeks' brief. W



di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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